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Executive Summary

Affordable, quality housing provides well-documented benefits to
families, children, and the community at large. For this reason, access to
such housing is important to the residents of rural Pennsylvania. This study
served to determine the availability of quality affordable housing across
Pennsylvania’s rural counties.

To accomplish this task, the researchers used three basic methods, the
first of which employed existing statistics to estimate the demand and
supply of affordable housing in each rural county. Then, to augment the
statistical analysis with information on local dynamics and funding issues,
the researchers conducted telephone surveys of various housing agencies
and other stakeholders in the affordable housing arena. Finally, the
researchers conducted case studies of six rural counties, each with a unique
set of factors affecting housing dynamics. The combination of statistical
analysis, telephone interviews, and case studies provides a rich analysis of
affordable housing in rural Pennsylvania.

Major findings

« There is a shortage of affordable housing in all rural countiesin
Pennsylvania although the severity of and the reasons for the shortage
vary.

« The shortage is especially acute for extremely low-income households
(income less than 30 percent of the area median income, or AMI*) who want
to rent.

« The shortage of affordable rental housing is most severe in the north-
east region of rural Pennsylvania.

e Thereisadistinct regional pattern to the reasons for the affordable
housing shortage. Shortages in the rural western side of the state are mainly
due to alack of rehabilitation funds, while those in the rural eastern half
are aresult of increased population that has led to increased land costs
making the construction of affordable housing more difficult.

 Throughout the state, increases in both single person households and
households with older members are exacerbating the housing shortage.

e Therisein the elderly rural population has increased the demand for
housing suitable for the disabled.

 Zoning, NIMBYisn?, and land use regulations are barriers to the
construction of affordable housing in rural Pennsylvania.

Policy considerations

« Establish an information clearinghouse for housing authorities that
includes state and federal funding information, best practices and other
initiatives.

» Reduce the paperwork burden for funding and program participation.

* Increase emphasis on enforcing fair housing laws to ensure adequate
quality housing for the growing rural minority population.

* Increase funding for the establishment and expansion of transitional
rural homeless shelters; rehabilitation and new construction; infrastructure
development to lower the cost of land for construction of affordable
housing; and public transportation in rural areas so more people can get to
higher paying jobs and afford quality housing without public cost.

* Begin an interstate dialogue about the provision of affordable housing
in border regions.

* Produce a collaborative, comprehensive statewide housing plan
involving state agencies and local rural housing agencies.

The Center for Rural Pennsylvania



Introduction

Housing is an important issue in America, sinceitisa
major source of wealth creation; about 68 percent of
American householders own their homes. As of 1998, about
half of the average homeowner’s net worth was in home
equity. Housing is the single largest expenditure in the
budgets of most individuals and families. And the housing
industry contributes more than one-fifth of the nation’s
gross domestic product. Furthermore, the congressionally
appointed Millennial Housing Commission reported in
2000 that decent affordable housing has a documented
impact on family stability and the life outcomes of children.

The Millennial report also shows the typical family
devotes approximately one quarter of income to housing,
whereas poor families devote about half their income to
housing. Indeed, in 1999, a quarter of American households
spent more than 30 percent of income on housing, the
metric the federal government uses to determine
affordability. Thus, housing affordability is also important.
Additionally, according to an April 2004 survey by the
National Association of Realtors, 47 percent of Americans
believe that the lack of affordable housing is a big problem
in the United States, outvoted only by affordable health
care and job layoff.

The importance of the housing sector in rural Pennsylva-
nia mirrors the housing industry’s role nationwide both in
terms of economic contribution and its impact on quality of
lifeissues. For thisreason, the Center for Rural Pennsylva-
nia funded this research project conducted in 2004.

According to the widely accepted definition of affordable
housing, many rural Pennsylvanians cannot afford decent
housing, resulting in a large percentage of households,
especially renters, paying more than 30 percent of their
income for housing costs. Some wealthier households pay
this much by choice, but in households with incomes under
$20,000, this can be a major problem.

The lack of decent affordable housing in rural Pennsylva-
nia, as highlighted in this report, is due to several factors,
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but four emerge as major obstacles. high though declining
poverty rates, low and declining levels of federal funding
for affordable housing, limited availability of credit, and
poor though improving quality of housing. In addition to
these factors, several others, ranging from zoning and land use,
migration, aging population, and lack of rehabilitation, or
rehab, funding, also contribute to the shortage.

To provide further insight into the affordable housing
shortages across rural Pennsylvania, this study statistically
estimates the demand and supply of housing in each
county. This will allow policy makers to pinpoint the areas
with shortages and to devise policies and programs to
address the need. In addition, the study undertook tele-
phone interviews of housing agencies and authorities in
each rural county. The outcomes of these interviews provide
valuable qualitative data to augment the statistical analysis
and gain further insight into affordable housing conditions.
Finally, the study included a detailed case study of six rural
counties to highlight important regional issues that impact
the affordability of housing supply and demand.

Housing Trends in Rural Pennsylvania

Housing trends are an important
backdrop to the later analysis of the
demand and supply of affordable
housing. Rural Pennsylvaniais diverse
in terms of demographic and socio-
economic factors. The following trend
analysis examines rural Pennsylvania
as awhole and according to Pennsyl-
vania Department of Community and
Economic Development (DCED)
regions. (See map on Page 6) The
southeast is not discussed in this
report, asit has no rural counties.

The shortage of affordable housing
in rural Pennsylvaniaremains and has

Affordable Housing in Rural Pennsylvania

worsened in spite of the fact that all
regionsin rural Pennsylvania saw an
increase in median income between
1990 and 2000.

Demographic overview

From 1990 to 2000, Pennsylvania's
population grew by 3.4 percent, while
rural Pennsylvania saw a growth of 4.3
percent. From 1980 t01990, rural
Pennsylvania grew by 4.1 percent.

Although all regions experienced
growth in their rural counties, the
northeast grew by 13.3 percent. That's
more than three times the rate of rural

Pennsylvania as awhole and is due, in
large part, to an influx from the New
York City area. The central and
southwest experienced population
growth on par with the state as a
whole, while growth in the northwest
was slower at 0.7 percent.

In the 1980s and 1990s, rural
Pennsylvania saw a dramatic shift in
the makeup of households, mainly an
increase of single-person households
and in households with elderly
members. These two types of house-
holds tend to have lower levels of
income than married couple families.
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Regions and Case Study Counties
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tion in persons in poverty; however,
the northeast experienced an
increase of 7.6 percent.

Housing Stock Overview
Homeownership

In Pennsylvaniaand in its rural
counties, the mgjority of housing
units are owner occupied homes.
Rural Pennsylvania has a higher rate
of vacant housing than the state by
five percentage points or 9 percent
versus 14 percent. Thisis explained,
in part, by the fact that seasonal use
units account for 57 percent of
vacant unitsin rural Pennsylvania.
(Seetableon Page 7)

Housing Type

Economic overview
Household Income

The median household income in rural Pennsylvania grew
significantly from 1989 t01999. Although the rural north-
west experienced the fastest growth of the five regions at
more than 12 percent, the median income for the region was
the lowest in both 1989 and 1999. (See table below.) In
contrast, the northeast and central regions had the highest
median incomes in rural Pennsylvania and grew slowest.

Poverty

Interestingly, rural Pennsylvania experienced a decrease
in poverty of 6 percent or 24,998 people from 1989 to 1999
while there was a small increase statewide. Thisisasignifi-
cant change from the 1979 to 1989 period that saw a 12
percent increase in rural poverty. (See table on Page 7)

Changes in poverty by region vary quite a bit. Western
rural Pennsylvania experienced about a 12 percent reduc-

Change in Average Median Household Income*,
1989-1999 (2000 Dollars)

: Avig Median
Cmi:r::; by HE:‘;L:EW. Change
Ren 1999
Moarhwes! £33 352 12.3%
Southwasl $33.828 10.8%
Cantral 535, TEO B.4%
MNoriheas! 536,631 9.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Dollar figures have been adjusted for
inflation. * Regional median household income representsthe
average value of therural countiesintheregion.

Rura Pennsylvania has increased
its stock of single-family detached
homes by 106,683 unitsin 10 years.
After single-family detached houses, mobile homes make up
the largest percentage of the housing stock in rural Pennsylva
nia. Mobile homes make up less than 5 percent of the housing
stock state-wide, but they comprise more than 10 percent of
rural housing. The high rate of mobile homesisatrend that
began around 1980 and has been attributed to the lack of
affordable housing in rural Pennsylvania (Center for Rural
Pennsylvania, 1994). (See table on Page 7)

Housing Values

The median value of owner-occupied housing units
increased throughout rural Pennsylvania between 1990 and
2000. The southwest experienced the greatest increase in
the median value of owner-occupied housing with an
increase of 23 percent. Although the northeast region saw a
decline in the inflation-adjusted value, the most expensive
rural housing isin this region. (See table on Page 7)

Housing Affordability

This study found that housing affordability is a problem
throughout rural Pennsylvania. This finding builds on similar
findings from the Center for Rural Pennsylvaniareport of 1994
ng housing in the decade of the 1980s.

Housing Costs for Homeowners®

In 2000, 57 percent of owner-occupied housing unitsin
rural counties had a mortgage, contract to purchase, or
similar debt.

3 Housing costs for owners are the sum of payments for mortgages,
deeds of trust, contractsto purchase, or similar debtson the property;
rea estatetaxes; fire, hazard, and flood insurance on the property;
utilities; and fuels. They aso include monthly condominium feesor
mobile home cogts.

The Center for Rural Pennsylvania



Changes in Poverty, 1989 — 1999

Pargang i Poverd Pargang i Faigart Ch Ll

Rurat Coumy Fovary, H&Je.r Pawerly, ﬁ'ara.F Hfm in
Fagions 1089 1349 1948 1069 Povarty
Wonhwasi 91,008 1% 80,043 1% -12.0%
Southwasi 02,841 B.0% 0. 214 5. 9% -12.3%
Contral 154 471 12.0% 148 a6 11.4%: -3, 7%
L Morheas 56 870 4 4% 1,168 4. 7% T.6%

Rural Pennsylvania

folal 404,190 380,192 -B.2%
Penneykania total 1283 628 1,304 117 1.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Comparisons of Housing Unit Occupancy Status
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Comparisons of Housing Unit Type
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Median Value of Owner Occupied Units,
1990 - 2000 (2000 Dollars)
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau.* Regional median value representsthe
average value of therural countiesin theregion. Dollar figures have been

adjusted for inflation.

Affordable Housing in Rural Pennsylvania

From 1990 to 2000, housing
costs in owner-occupied unitsin
rural Pennsylvania increased.
However, for all regions except
the southwest, household
income did not rise as much as
housing costs for homeowners.
This is especialy noticeable in
the central and northeast
regions. Household income in
these counties rose about 9
percent while housing costs rose
19 percent. Thisincreasein
housing costs in excess of
increases in household income
has aggravated the problem of
housing affordability. (See table
on Page 8)

Housing Costs for Renters*

Changesin rental costsin rural
Pennsylvania present a different
picture. Rural countiesin each
region have experienced less than
a6 percent increase in gross rent.

For many rural Pennsylva-
nians, it ismore affordable to
rent than to become
homeowners, as renting remains
cheaper than homeownership
with a mortgage. However, once
the mortgage is paid off, home-
ownership becomes significantly
cheaper than renting. (See table
on Page 8)

Housing Quality

The only measures of housing
quality available from the
decennial Census are units
lacking plumbing and kitchen
facilities. Although initially not
significant in number, both of
these conditions decreased in
rura Pennsylvania from 1990 to
2000. Thus, the quality of
housing in rural Pennsylvania,
in terms of these two issues, has
improved. In 2000, the rural
counties of each region had less
than 1 percent of units lacking
each type of facility.

4Housing costs for rentersinclude
rent and estimated utility costs.



Median Monthly Owner-Occupied Costs,
1990 - 2000 (2000 Dollars)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.* Regional median cost represents the
average value of the countiesin theregion. Dollar figures have
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Supply and Demand Analysis: A Quantitative Assessment

Methodology

Asin similar studies of affordable
housing, the supply and demand
analysisis performed in three stages.
First to compute demand, the number
of low-income residents by rural
county are assessed using census data.
Second, the current stock of publicly
assisted housing available through
local housing authorities was gathered
directly from the authorities and from
the Pennsylvania Housing Finance
Agency (PHFA) when local authorities
did not provide the information.
Finally, the difference between supply
and demand for renter-occupied
housing units is computed using
supply and demand estimates from the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD).

Defining Income Limits
To ascertain the eligibility of
households for housing subsidies,
most affordable housing programs use
HUD income limits that are established
by household size. The analyses in this
report employ these limits, but with
simplified terminology. Since two of
HUD’s household income affordability
categories® are subsets of the others, the
following terms are used in this report.
L ow-income- (sameasHUD's
definition) the sum of all households
with incomes at or below 80 percent

SHUD’s categoriesare: Low-income
households-incomes at or below 80 percent of
areamedian family income (AMI), Very low-
income households-incomes at or below 50
percent of AMI, and Extremely low-income
households-incomes at or below 30 percent of
AMI.

8

of theAreaMedian Income (AMI),
which refersto annual estimates of
median household income from
HUD. Thisincludes al three groups
bel ow.

Moderately low-income -income
between 50 and 80 percent of AMI.
Very low-income -income between 30
and 50 percent of AMI.

Extremely low-income -(sameas
HUD) income at or below 30 percent
of AMI.

Defining Affordable Housing
Affordable rental housing is defined
by HUD and others as housing units for
which households pay no more than 30
percent of their income on rent. So, the
maximum affordable rent for alow-
income family of four equals 80
percent of the estimated monthly area
median income for afamily of four
multiplied by the affordability
threshold (30 percent of
monthly income). For
example, low-income (80

Data sources

The starting point for quantifying
rural Pennsylvania's affordable
housing supply was HUD’s Compre-
hensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAYS) data, a special tabulation of
Census 2000 housing data. CHAS data
provides the total number of rental
housing units affordable to households
at the various levels of low-income.
This report computes renter-occupied
units only because owner-occupied
housing data are not available for
very-low income households. CHAS
data can also be used to determine the
number of housing units at various
affordability levels that have the
following quality issues: lack of
complete plumbing facilities, lack of
complete kitchen facilities, crowded,
or rent burdened. However, thisis
limited housing quality information.

Traditional affordable housing

percent of the area
median) for afour-person

family in 2000 in Adams

County was $46,630

Rural and Urban Housing Quality
in the United States
Medorderafehy Savereiy
Adaquare inadegquale nedegquate
Fnins B A% 4.4% 1.5
Urbian 93.3% o N 2.1%
Tedal Liniled Siakes EE 7% 4.3% 2.0%

(appx.) x 0.80 = $37,300.
The maximum affordable
rent for this family is $37,300/12 x
0.30 = $933.

Homeownership is considered to be
affordable when the value of the home
does not exceed 2.5 times annual
household income. Thus the maximum
affordable housing value for a low-
income family of four in Adams
County would be $37,300 x 2.5 =
$93,250. (See table on Page 9)

Source: 2001 American Housing Survey

Quality of U.S. Rural Rental Units
by Income Level

fncome Percearnt

Level inadeqguale
=30% AMI 16%
30-50% AMI B%
20-80% AMI 7%
<B0% AMI 10%

Source: 2001 American Housing Survey
The Center for Rural Pennsylvania



Affordable Housing for a Family of Four in Pennsylvania Counties by

HUD Income Limit Category, 2000
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studies use the American
Housing Survey (AHS) for
data on housing quality. This
study uses AHS data for 2001,
from which several housing
quality variables can be
combined to create degrees of
housing adequacy: adequate,
moderately inadequate, or
seriously inadequate. Mea-
sures extend beyond plumb-
ing and kitchen facilities to
include leaks, heating, rats,
peeling paint, and other
housing unit upkeep descrip-
tors.

AHS dataisreleased locally
by metropolitan statistical
area(MSA), so figures cannot
be calculated for rural Penn-
sylvania. National data,
however, is available for
Census defined rural and
urban areas. Asthisistheonly
rural/urban data available, this
national delineation is used as
aproxy for what rural Pennsyl-
vania likely looks like. Using
national estimates, the study
team made conservative
reductions in the estimated
affordable housing supply in
many areas. Therefore, the
actual supply of affordable
decent housing for low-
income households is likely
smaller than estimated in this
report. (See table on Page 8)

Although overall, about 5
percent of rural units are
inadeguate, units affordable to
low income families are less
adequate. For example,
extremely low-income
households lose an estimated
16 percent of units due to
inadequate quality, whereas
moderately low-income
households lose 7 percent based
on quality. (See table on Page 8)

To account for housing
quality in the total supply of
affordableunits, CHAS
estimates were adjusted by
subtracting inadequate units,
based on American Housing
Survey percentages, from the
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Affordable Rental Housing Supply and Demand in
Rural Pennsvlvania. 2000 Estimates

Affordable Rental Housing Supply and Demand
in Rural Pennsylvania by County, 2000 Estimates

TGO
Lewval Supply  Demand  Swplus
=30% AMI 78,565 76,457 Ga
J0-50% AMI 126,578 65785 60,793
S0-80% AMI 77,820 73,033 4 TAT
=B0% AMI 280853 715315 65 648

Source: HUD, 2000 CHAS, AHS

final count. Because the distribution of inadequate housing
units differs by affordability level, counts were adjusted
separately at each level.

Results

The affordable housing supply and demand estimates
present the number of low-income households and the number
of rental units affordable to households within specific
income ranges. As seen in the table, there is an estimated
surplus of affordable housing for low-income households
in rural Pennsylvaniaoverall, but this surplus differs by low-
income classification and by region and county. (See table
above)

Affordable housing policies and strategies, as well as
private market responses to demand, have resulted in a
surplus of nearly two affordable rental housing units for
each very low-income household. Moderately low-income
households do not fare as well, but generally have sufficient
affordable housing units, whereas extremely low-income
households face the largest constraints on affordable
housing supply. Only 68 additional households could
afford housing given the current supply. Since estimates
use conservative adjustments for housing quality, the
actual supply of affordable housing for extremely low-
income households is likely much lower.

Analyses in the qualitative section of this report demon-
strate other factors that hamper affordable housing
availability. (See table below)

Aswas the case statewide, all regions have asizable
affordable housing surplus for very low-income house-
holds with approximately two rental units for each
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household. The southwest is the only region with a shortage nia counties face a severe shortage of affordable housing for

of affordable housing units for moderately low-income
households with a deficit of about 1,500 units, although
units are tight in the northwest as well. Extremely low-
income households are facing a shortage of affordable
rental units in southwest and central Pennsylvania.
County-level analyses reveal that some rural Pennsylva-

certain low-income groups. Centre County has a deficit of
more than 3,000 units for extremely |ow-income house-
holds. Monroe, Indiana, Blair, and Lycoming counties
follow with shortages of more than 500 units each. While
all rural counties have an estimated sufficient number of
affordable rental units for households with incomes be-

Affordable Rental Housing Supply and Demand in Rural Pennsylvania by Region, 2000 Estimates
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tween 30 to 50 percent of AMI, more than half have deficits
for househol ds between 50 and 80 percent of AMI. The
largest shortage, over 2,000 units, is in Fayette County.
Cambria and Somerset counties also have severe affordable
housing shortages for this income range with deficits of
nearly 1,000 affordable rental units. (See table on Page 10)
Affordable housing is provided through the public and

private market. Extremely low-income households face
substantial difficulties in finding affordable housing units.
To address this need, local housing authorities and private
developers subsidize housing through public housing,
project-based Section 8 housing units, or housing choice
(Section 8) vouchers. The CHAS supply estimates above
include both private and public housing.

Supply and Demand Analysis: The Qualitative Component

Estimates of affordable housing
supply and demand do not adequately
reflect the need for affordable housing
because, while affordable housing
units may exist, low-income house-
holds may not have access to these
units. Limited access may result from
higher income households occupying
these units, called “renting down,”
inadequate information about the units,
lack of transportation to prime housing,
insufficient numbers of units with
enough bedrooms, or amyriad of other
reasons. So, thisresearch includes a
quditative component to ascertain the
ability of low-income households to
gain access to affordable housing units.

Methodology

Through phone interviews with rural
housing providers and advocacy
groups, the researchers gathered

information on the experiences of
housing providers in developing,
promoting, and filling affordable units,
and of low-income householdsin
securing affordable housing. Using
preliminary contacts, additional contacts
were made using a“ snowball” sampling
approach whereby the contacted
oraganizations were asked if they knew
of additional relevant housing or
housing-related agencies. Through this
approach, each housing provider in
every rura county was contacted.

Results

The quantitative analysis confirms
that some rural counties have adequate
supply and demand, but there is inter-
and intra-regional variability in
affordable housing supply and demand
issues. For example, the severe
shortage of affordable housing in the

southwest shown in the qualitative
assessment is confirmed. But stake-
holders in the northeast all saw deficits
in affordable housing, which the data
above did not reflect. Therewere
mixed opinions on supply and demand
adequacy in the northwest and central
regions.

All regions generally note an
improvement of housing quality over
time. Given the potential constraints
on affordable housing, improved
housing quality is an important policy
concern.

Demographic shiftswere felt
differently in the various regions as
well. More than half in the northeast
recognized an impact from in-migra-
tion, which was a non-issue in the
western regions. About three in 10
central region interviewees mentioned
both in-migration and racial issues.

Statistical analyses alone do not
adequately represent the affordable
housing issues within a county. For
instance, estimates of affordable
housing supply and demand do not
provide the basis for observed afford-
able housing distributions. To provide
more qualitative information, site

6 Stakeholdersincluded the Pennsylva

Case Studies

visits were made to six rural counties
identified by major stakeholders in the
rural housing arena and representing
each DCED region with rural counties®.
Through on-site structured key
informant interviews and telephone
interviews, the researchers identified
key issues facing each county that may
improve or hinder the ability of low-

income households to obtain decent,
affordable housing.

Case study participants included
individuals from county housing
authorities and other housing and
human service providers, representa-
tives of local government and plan-
ning agencies, and representatives
from other local organizations who are

Reasons for Selection as a Case Study County

niaHousing Finance Agency (PHFA),
PennsylvaniaDepartment of Commu-
nity and Economic Devel opment
(DCED), Fannie Mag, Governor's
Housing Cabinet, Alliancefor Better
Housing, Housing Alliance of
Pennsylvania, PennsylvaniaHousing
and Redevelopment Agencies

(PAHRA), Pennsylvania House of
Representatives, PennsylvaniaSenate,
Rural LISC, and Rural Opportunities
Inc.

Affordable Housing in Rural Pennsylvania
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familiar with housing issuesin their communities. A list of
participant organizations appears in the appendix. Much of
the information in the following case studies reflects percep-
tions gleaned from the interviews with these individuals.

Three case study counties, Monroe, Adams, and Centre,
are located in the eastern half of the state and are character-
ized by population growth, rising land values, and greater
pressure on housing authorities to provide affordable
housing. The other three counties selected, McKean,
Cambria, and Fayette, are in western Pennsylvania and are
characterized by declining populations, economic stagna-
tion, and a greater focus on the part of housing authorities
to provide for elderly and low-income populations. These
western counties are in greater need of rehab funding to
improve the quality of an already existing affordable
housing stock.

Adams County

Located in the south-central part of Pennsylvania and
bordering Maryland, Adams County has experienced
explosive population growth, mainly from in-migration of
retirees from Maryland, commuters who work in Harrisburg
and Washington, D.C., and telecommuters. In addition, the
county has seen a significant increase in the Hispanic
population, who are mainly migrant farm workers, factory
workers, and landscapers. Case study participants feel that
the influx of retirees and commuters from Maryland and
Washington, D.C. is due to lower housing costs in Adams
County but that this demand has substantially increased the
value of property in both the rural areas of the county and
in the borough of Gettysburg, with a negligible effect on
other areas. This, in turn, has caused a severe shortage of
quality affordable housing for long term residents of the
county and the newer Hispanic population. The growing
population has also led to the need for additional school
financing, which has increased property taxes and, there-
fore, the cost of housing.

Respondents perceive that, as land and housing prices
have risen, greater numbers of long-term residents are being
priced out of the rental market, areflection of the fact that
Adams County, like other rural counties, is alow wage area.

Interviewees saw the quality of some housing in the
county as poor, partly due to absentee landlords and only
one code inspector. This poor quality was felt to be a greater
concern for the Hispanic population who are reluctant to
complain for fear of being evicted. High demand and poor
quality housing are exacerbated by inadequate supply,
though the housing agency is acting on this issue. They
employ a full-time grant writer and rely on a housing
consultant to scout for funds, both for construction and
rehab.

Nevertheless, participants thought the ability to increase
the supply of affordable housing could be greatly enhanced
through changes in zoning laws that would allow for higher
density residential housing, land banking for further
development, and set asides for developers to build afford-

12

able housing units. In addition, a greater focus on financial
counseling could help first-time homebuyers. Finally,
economic growth as aresult of a more diverse economy that
creates better paying jobs would help solve the affordable
housing crunch.

Adams County Housing Data
Adams County has a surplus of quality affordable
housing but a deficit for extremely low-income households.

Quality Affordable Housing Supply
and Demand Estimates for Adams County

Sl

Income level Supply Demarnd  deficl
< 30% AMI 1,200 1,249 449
30-50% AMI 3,363 1,264 2,064
50-80% AMI 2,300 2,014 85
= B0% AMI 6,962 4. 562 2400

Source: HUD, 2000 CHAS, AHS

Rent Burden

Unable to find available affordable housing, many low-
income households in Adams County occupy housing units
above their affordability range. Overall, 1,237 low-income
households (27 percent) are rent burdened. Very low- and
extremely low-income households, those with incomes at or
below 50 percent of the area median, comprise 98 percent of
rent burdened low-income households.

Consistent with rural Pennsylvania in general, extremely
low-income households have much higher percentages of
rent-burdened households than other low-income house-
holds. Sixty-seven percent of extremely low-income
households are rent burdened, as are 29 percent of very low-
income households and 1 percent of moderately |ow-
income households. Of the case study counties, Adams
County has the largest rent burden disparity between
extremely low-income and moderately low-income house-
holds.

Rent Burdened Households in Adams County by
Low Income Level
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Income Distribution within Affordable Rental Units
Adams County has the highest proportion of housing
units occupied by households renting down. Higher-income
households occupy more than 70 percent of units affordable
to extremely low-income households. Households that are
not low-income at all occupy 30 percent of these units.
Meanwhile, 67 percent of rental units affordable to very
low-income households are rented down as are 52 percent
of units affordable to moderately low-income households.

Income of Affordable Rental Housing Occupants in
Adams County by Affordability Level of the Units
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Cambria County

L ocated in the central region, Cambria County has an
aging, decreasing population and slow growth. There is not
a shortage of affordable housing, but rather a shortage of
affordable adequate housing for people of al ages.

To address this problem the county Redevel opment
Authority has embarked on a set of affordable housing
programs and policies that are different from those in other
counties. For instance, as part of a housing rehabilitation
program for homeowners with low/moderate incomes who
live in the home they own, the authority provides assistance
of up to $15,000 to bring homes up to quality standards.
The authority also acquires homes to rehabilitate and sell to
low/moderate-income buyers. It had six such propertiesin
2004. Thereisafirst time homebuyers’ assistance program,
funded by Community Development Block Grants (CDBG),
the HOME program, and the Cambria County Affordable
Housing Trust Fund, that provides mortgage deferrals to
buyers of these homes. As permitted by Act 137 of 1992, a
surcharge, which goes to the Trust Fund and is used for
affordable housing programs, is assessed on every mortgage
and deed. In addition, Cambria Community Development
Corporation provides down-payment assistance of up to
$2,500 in the form of deferred mortgages for low/moderate-
income first time homebuyers. The loan is forgiven if the
homeowner staysin the property for five years.

Interviewees perceived that the quality of housing stock
in Cambria County has improved significantly due to
government funding of projects and a continuing rehabili-
tation effort that rehabs 36 to 42 houses a year; thisis

Affordable Housing in Rural Pennsylvania

provided through deferred mortgages similar to the assis-
tance mentioned above. They noted that a significant
amount of rehabilitation work is completed for elderly
residents who have difficulties maintaining their properties
and that, because the elderly residents live in their homes
for along time, the quality of their homes often deteriorates
over time, resulting in a growing list of inadequate housing.

In addition, elderly householders may require handicap
accessible units, many of which are being rehabilitated
through funds obtained through federal and local programs.

Participants felt that zoning, land use, and building codes
policies (Act 45 of 2002) have greatly helped in the
provision of affordable, decent, safe, and sanitary housing.

To further develop affordable, adequate housing, efforts
are underway to work with PHFA on the Home Buyer
Counseling Initiative, which requires potential homebuyers
to work with credit counselors to improve their ability to
live in good quality, affordable housing.

Cambria County Housing Data

Cambria County has a surplus of quality affordable
housing but a deficit for moderately |ow-income house-
holds.

Quality Affordable Housing Supply
and Demand Estimates for Cambria County

Serplusl
Supply Damand dalicil
= 0% AMI 4.574 3, Tea TOd
30-50% AMI 6,504 3,345 3,158
BO-A0% AMI 2,362 3,354 2932
< 0% AN 13,440 10,483 2.8957

Source: HUD, 2000 CHAS, AHS

Rent Burden

Unable to find available affordable housing, many low-
income households in Cambria County occupy housing
units above their affordability range. Overall, 2,233 low-
income households (21 percent) are rent burdened. Very

Rent Burdened Households in Cambria County
by Low Income Level
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low- and extremely low-income households, which are
those with incomes at or below 50 percent of the area
median, comprise 97 percent of rent burdened low-income
households.

Consistent with rural Pennsylvania counties in general,
Cambria County’s extremely low-income households have
much higher percentages of rent-burdened households than
other low-income households. Forty-four percent of
extremely low-income households are rent burdened,
compared to 15 percent of very low-income and 2 percent
of moderately low-income households.

Income Distribution within Affordable Rental Units

In Cambria County, households that are renting down
occupy more than 61 percent of rental units affordable to
extremely low-income households. Those who rent down
arefilling 59 percent of units affordable to very low-income
households and 46 percent of units affordable to moder-
ately low-income households.

Income of Affordable Rental Housing Occupants in
Cambria County by Affordability Level of the Units
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Centre County

Centre County is a fast growing county in terms of both
population and income, driven primarily by Pennsylvania
State University. Not surprisingly, this has led to a major
housing construction boom, mainly on the part of private
developers, with a focus to provide housing for students. As
aresult, non-students are impacted by the severe lack of
affordable housing. The site visit discussion suggested the
county has a number of substandard housing units in areas
not in the State College area and a relatively large stock of
mobile homes.

There is an effort through community action to develop
housing programs to address the affordable housing
problem in the county. Interviewees felt that these attempts
are frustrated to some degree because of the lack of afford-
able land. Even where land is available, housing experts
report alack of infrastructure funding to develop the land.
Further, substandard housing, which may be a result of the
natural filtering process due to the construction of newer
housing, is not being rehabbed, because of alack of rehab
funding.

County representatives expressed a wish for more Section
14

8 vouchers to place people in housing. In addition, concern
was expressed that the federal government wants limits on
the amount of time spent in Section 8 housing.

Housing experts in the county noted that housing quality
standards are strictly enforced. However, code enforcement
has led to rising construction costs. The lack of affordable
housing is causing people to live outside the county, and
the housing agencies are moving further away to find
affordable land.

Participants felt that the county also needs transitional
housing and housing assistance. Finaly, they would like to see
new initiatives for developing homes. Currently, tax credit
financed construction helps those in the 50 to 60 percent of
median income group, but there islittle or no possibility of
serving those with incomes bel ow 40 percent of AMI.

Centre County Housing Data

Centre County has a surplus of quality affordable hous-
ing, but a sizable deficit for extremely low-income house-
holds.

Quality Affordable Housing Supply
and Demand Estimates for Centre County

Sunpius!

Supply Demand  deficil
= 30% AMI 2,308 5,690 -3,202
30-50% AMI 5,685 4,330 1,365
50-80% AMI 7,817 4,060 3,757
= 80% AMI 15970 14,080 1,630

Source: HUD, 2000 CHAS, AHS

Rent Burden

Unable to find available affordable housing, many low-
income households in Centre County occupy housing units
above their affordability range. Overall, 50 percent of low-
income households are rent burdened. Centre County has
the highest proportion of rent-burdened households among
the case study counties. Very low- and extremely |ow-
income households comprise 95 percent of rent burdened
low-income households.

Rent Burdened Households in Centre County by
Low Income Level
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Consistent with rural Pennsylvania counties in general,
extremely low-income households have much higher
percentages of rent-burdened households than other low-
income households. Eighty percent of extremely low-
income households are rent burdened, compared to 50
percent of very low-income households and 8 percent of
moderately low-income households. Among the case study
counties, Centre County has the highest proportion of rent-
burdened households for all income ranges.

Income Distribution within Affordable Rental Units

Extremely low-income households in Centre County face
considerable limits on available affordable rental housing.
About 60 percent of households in housing units affordable
to this group are rented down to others. Higher-income
households occupy 48 percent of rental units affordable to
very low-income households.

Though not as much as in the lowest income groups,
renting down also affects moderately low-income house-
holds. Households with incomes over 80 percent of AMI
occupy one third of rental units affordable to this group.

Income of Affordable Rental Housing Occupants in
Centre County by Affordability Level of the Units
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Fayette County

Located in Pennsylvania's southwest region, Fayette
County, like many of the surrounding counties, is character-
ized by a stagnant economy, high unemployment, |ow-
income growth, and a declining population. Against this
background, it is not surprising that case study participants
said the greatest need in Fayette County is affordable
adequate housing that is up to code standards. By way of
illustration, 1,400 people in the county were on the waiting
list for rehabilitated housing in August 2004.

Participants expressed that existing sources of funding for
rehab are inadequate and allow for the rehab of only 40
units per year. This figure could be 60 ayear were it not for
the prohibitive cost of removing lead based paint from
many units. These units are both rental units and units for
first time homebuyers, which increases the difficulty of
using rehab funds because it requires the mixing and
matching of funds. Respondents saw bank funding on rehab
projects as limited since banks view the paperwork neces-

Affordable Housing in Rural Pennsylvania

sary to satisfy the funding agencies as too onerous. They
felt that, to a large extent, even the occupied housing stock
is not of good quality, partly due to few code inspectors and
little enforcement.

Fayette County interviewees saw another unique chal-
lenge in qualifying people to move into affordable housing
units. Many residents work two to four minimum wage jobs
to make ends meet, and many residents have poor credit
histories making them ineligible for units. Credit counsel-
ing services, while available, have not worked smoothly.
This problem is seen as being exacerbated by the red tape
associated with funding agency paperwork to obtain a
mortgage.

Zoning was not perceived to be problem because the
county zoning laws, which apply universaly except in
Connéllsville and Uniontown, enhance planning design
and accessibility of housing units. However, respondents
felt that centralized zoning has not helped to dissuade a
growing “Not In My Backyard,” or NIMBY, movement,
especially in the construction of shelters for the homeless, a
growing problem in the county.

In the final analysis, the housing agencies thought their
task would be greatly enhanced if there were greater access
to technical assistance and a central clearinghouse to
connect to funding sources.

Fayette County Housing Data
Fayette County has a surplus of quality affordable housing,
but a deficit for moderately low-income households.

Quality Affordable Housing Supply
and Demand Estimates for Fayette County

LIRS

Supply  Demand | defied

= 30% AMI 6.023 5874 149
30-50% AMI 6,711 3,284 3427
50-80% AN 1.385 3405  -2010
= B0% AMI 14,128 12,563 1,566

Source: HUD, 2000 CHAS, AHS

Rent Burden

Unable to find available affordable housing, many low-
income households in Fayette County occupy housing
units above their affordability range. Overall, 23 percent of
low-income households are rent burdened. Very low- and
extremely low-income households comprise 99 percent of
rent burdened low-income households.

Consistent with rural Pennsylvania in general, extremely
low-income households have much higher percentages of
rent-burdened households than other low-income house-
holds. Forty-four percent of extremely low-income house-
holds are rent burdened, compared to 9 percent of very low-
income households and 1 percent of moderately |ow-
income households. Of the case study counties, Fayette
County has the lowest percentage of rent-burdened house-
holds in the very low-income group.
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Rent Burdened Households in Fayette County by
Low Income Level
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Income Distribution within Affordable Rental Units

Fayette County has a considerable percentage of house-
holds renting down, but the extremely low-income house-
holds fare best here among the case study counties. Ex-
tremely low-income households occupy 46 percent of the
rental units affordable to them. However, these households
still face a shortage of available affordable rental units as 54
percent are occupied by households renting down.

Higher-income households occupy about 50 percent of
rental units affordable to very low-income households and
36 percent of those affordable to moderately low-income
households.

Income of Affordable Rental Housing Occupants in
Fayette County by Affordability Level of the Units
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McKean County

Located in northwestern Pennsylvania, McKean County
is characterized by a stagnant population, which is getting
progressively older as younger people leave the area.

The McKean County Housing Authority came into
existence in 1972 to address housing shortfalls resulting
from Hurricane Agnes. As of October 2004, the Housing
Authority had 216 public housing units and 357 Section 8
vouchers. The city of Bradford had an additional 100
vouchers. The authority believes that the 50-person waiting
list for Section 8 housing in October 2004 existed because
landlords were unwilling to participate; they could set
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higher rental feesif they were not in the Section 8 program.
An additional perception is that, since utility bills are high,
low-income housing tenants move frequently looking for
units with lower utility bills. This creates the impression of
atransient lifestyle and makes planning on the part of the
authority more complicated.

Against this backdrop, the housing authority is trying to
increase public housing units, especially handicap acces-
sible homes for the elderly and have several that are
currently occupied. Nevertheless, there is a significant need
for additional fundsfor several reasons. First, HOME
funding from DCED? for new housing construction and
rehabilitation is available directly only to government
entities, although they may subcontract with non-profit
organizations, such as housing authorities. Secondly, PHFA
funding is focused more on densely populated areas. Lastly,
private banks appear to be uninterested in smaller commu-
nities, such as those in McKean County.

In addition, the case study participants see a need to shift
the focus of funding from first time homebuyer programs to
programs that provide funding for affordable rental units, as
McKean County has the highest rate of homeownership
statewide. Meanwhile, the Housing Authority faces alack of
funding for infrastructure. Finally, respondents felt that a
more coordinated public transportation system would help
people gain access to jobs, which would reduce the afford-
able housing shortfall.

McKean County Housing Data
McKean County has a surplus of quality affordable housing,
but asmall deficit for extremely low-income households.

Quality Affordable Housing Supply
and Demand Estimates for McKean County

Surplus
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Rent Burden

Unable to find available affordable housing, many low-
income households in McKean County occupy housing
units above their affordability range. Overall, 29 percent of
low-income households are rent burdened. Very low- and
extremely low-income households comprise 96 percent of
rent burdened low-income households.

Consistent with rural Pennsylvania in general, extremely
low-income households have much higher percentages of
rent-burdened households than other low-income house-
holds. Fifty-nine percent of extremely low-income house-
holds are rent burdened, compared to 22 percent of very

" Based on aMemorandum of Understanding with DCED, PHFA now
adminigterstheHOME program starting with fisca year 2005 funds.

The Center for Rural Pennsylvania



Rent Burdened Households in McKean County
by Low Income Level
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low-income households and 4 percent of moderately low-
income households.

Income Distribution within Affordable Rental Units

Higher-income households in McKean County occupy
nearly two-thirds of housing units affordable to extremely
low-income households. Higher-income households occupy
57 percent of units affordable to very low-income house-
holds. Renting down remains a housing concern for
McKean County’s low-income households.

Income of Affordable Rental Housing Occupants in
McKean County by Affordability Level of the Units
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Monroe County

Located near the northeast corner of the state, Monroe
County has seen explosive growth in population over the
past decade primarily from in-migration from New York and
New Jersey. This growth has created an enormous increase
in land values and an extreme shortage of affordable
housing. Interviewees saw an almost total elimination of
federal funding for the construction of affordable housing
since 1993 and noted that the rental shortage situation has
been exacerbated by a high homeownership rate. Although
the county owned 300 public housing units, there was a
waiting list of 919 in August 2004. Furthermore, there were
317 people in Section 8 housing and many more that could

Affordable Housing in Rural Pennsylvania

be served, as evidenced by the county’s significant home-
less problem.

Participants attribute an inadequate supply of affordable
housing mainly to a difficulty in acquiring affordable land
for construction. Also, they feel zoning restrictions are
hampering construction, especially because of the patch-
work of regulations across townships. And the ability to
acquire and rehab existing houses is impacted by the lack
of rehab funds.

A unique feature of Monroe County is the high foreclo-
sure rates on housing, well in excess of the state average.
Respondents saw two main causes for this phenomenon.
First, rising property values are causing unscrupulous land
developers to sell property to families, mainly African-
American and Hispanic families from New York and New
Jersey, at inflated prices. This has been the subject of
congressional and state legislative hearings. Second, as
more families locate in Monroe County, its rural school
districts have increased funding needs. This causes property
taxes to rise, making many homeowners unable to afford
their houses and impacting long-term Monroe County
residents, especially the elderly and low- to moderate-
income families.

To address these unique problems, the authorities have an
aggressive plan of construction and rehabilitation comple-
mented by a grant writer. Nevertheless, it isfelt that that
more help, especially in terms of funding, is needed to solve
Monroe County’s affordable housing crisis.

Monroe County Housing Data
Monroe County has a surplus of quality affordable
housing, but a deficit for extremely low-income households.

Quality Affordable Housing Supply
and Demand Estimates for Monroe County
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Rent Burden

Unable to find available affordable housing, many low-
income households in Monroe County occupy housing
units above their affordability range. Overall, 41 percent of
low-income households are rent burdened. Very low- and
extremely low-income households comprise 96 percent of
rent burdened low-income households.

Consistent with rural Pennsylvania in general, extremely
low-income households have much higher percentages of
rent-burden than other low-income households. Seventy-
four percent of extremely low-income households are rent
burdened, compared to 49 percent of very low-income and
4 percent of moderately low-income households.
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Rent Burdened Households in Monroe County
by Low Income Level
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Income Distribution within Affordable Rental Units
Renting down affects all income groups in Monroe
County. Extremely low-income households occupy just 36
percent of the rental units affordable to them. Similar to
Adams County, Monroe County has a substantial propor-
tion (27 percent) of units affordable to extremely low-
income households occupied by households with incomes
exceeding 80 percent of AMI. Those who rent down fill 54

Income of Affordable Rental Housing Occupants in
Monroe County by Affordability Level of the Units
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percent of rental units affordable to very low-income
households. And non-low-income households also occupy
46 percent of units affordable to moderately low-income
households. While the affordable housing supply for this
|atter income group is also restricted by lower-income rent
burdened households, renting down is the greatest con-
straint.

Conclusions and Policy Considerations

The supply and demand andysesin
this study show that across rural Pennsyl-
vaniathereis a proven shortage of
affordable housing that varies by region
and even from county to county.
Through interviews with rural stakehold-
ers, the study derived qualitative
information to complement the statisti-
cal anaysis and provide further insights.
Finaly, the six county case studies
highlight important and unique afford-
able housing trends in different regions
of the state and help to draw attention to
the different forces shaping regiona
housing needs. The following policy
considerations are drawn from all these
SOUrces.

Establish an information clear-
inghouse

The state is encouraged to organize
and maintain a database that posts all
grants, loans, and forms of financial
aid available to housing and redevel-
opment authorities. It could aso post
effective collaborative and entrepre-
neurial efforts of housing and redevel-
opment authorities for use by other
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agencies. This clearinghouse could
take the form of an email listserve with
amessage board.

Lessen the paperwork burden

The extensive paperwork for credit
counseling, debt assistance, and first-
time homebuyer programsis seen as
onerous by governmental, nonprofit
and private agencies and institutions,
and private sector partners (developers,
banks). The amount of paperwork bogs
down both program participants and
the employees charged with filing and
reporting theseforms. Therefore, state
and federal reporting regquirements
should be reduced through legislation.

Increase funding for housing
rehabilitation

One force that leads people, particu-
larly the elderly on small, fixed
incomes, into affordable housing
programsis the cost of home rehabili-
tation. Housing rehabilitation requires
considerably more money than what is
made available to agencies for dis-

bursement, especially when one
accounts for removal of lead based
paint. Funds to rehabilitate more
homes per year would increase the
supply of affordable housing both by
keeping people in their current home
and by making vacant housing
inhabitable.

Increase funds for the construction
of affordable rental housing for
low-income rural Pennsylvanians

Funding through tax credits and
abatements are focused on those whose
median income exceeds 40 percent of
AMI. Little or no funding is available
for the extremely poor whose incomes
are below 30 percent of AMI. Thisis
partly aresult of high land acquisition
and construction costs. New funds
should target construction of rental
housing for the rural poor. These funds
could come from areallocation of
funding devoted to boosting home
ownership. Thisis especially important
as funding for Section 8 programs
decline.

The Center for Rural Pennsylvania



Increase emphasis on enforcing
Fair Housing laws

Rural Pennsylvania has seen a
significant increase in minority
populations. These populations,
mainly African-American and His-
panic, are disproportionately low
income. To ensure adequate quality
housing for this growing cohort,
special effort should be made to
enforce anti-discriminatory housing
legislation.

Increase funding for transitional
rural homeless shelters

Although the focus is often in urban
areas, rural homelessness does exist.
Facilities for individuals affected by

transitional living and homelessness
arevery rarein rural areas and often do
not meet the need of the population
affected. In fact, somerural Pennsylva-
nia counties do not possess any
transitional shelters. Funding for the
establishment and/or expansion of
these programs and sheltersis vital.

Increase funding for public trans-
portation in rural areas

Rural residents can afford to livein
decent housing only if they are
gainfully employed. Too often a lack
of public transportation precludes low-
income residents from jobs, which
reduces their incomes and increases the
cost burden associated with housing.

Interstate cooperation in the
provision of affordable housing

The state should engage in discus-
sion with bordering states to initiate
regional affordable housing strategies
aimed mainly at the moderately |ow-
income population. This recommenda-
tion arises from observed cross-border
migration trends in counties, such as
Monroe and Adams.

Produce a statewide comprehen-
sive housing plan

The state should produce a collabo-
rative, comprehensive statewide plan
for rural housing in conjunction with
state funding agencies and rural
housing agencies at the local level.

WORKS CITED

Center for Rural Pennsylvania (1994). Rural Housing Needs in Pennsylvania: Assessment and Impact. Harrisburg, PA.

Millennial Housing Commission (2002). Meeting our Nation's Housing Challenges. Report of the Bipartisan Millennial
Housing Commission Appointed by the Congress of the United States: Washington, DC.

APPENDIX — Organizations Participating in Case Study Site Visits

Adams County

Gettysburg Borough Council Chamber of Commerce; Adams County Planning Commission; Adams County Housing
Authority; Adams County Interfaith Housing Corp.; USDA Rural Development Adams County, Grant Administrator

Cambria County

Cambria County Redevelopment Authority; NORCAM; Johnstown Housing Authority; Community Action Partner-
ship of Cambria County; AmeriServe Financial Bank; Cambria County Planning Commission

Centre County

Central PA Community Action; Centre County Planning Office; Centre County Office of Adult Services; State
College Borough Planning Office; Housing Transitions; S& A Homes; Centre County Worker’s Resource Center; Centre
County Mental Health/Mental Retardation

Fayette County

Uniontown Redevelopment Authority; Fayette County Redevelopment Authority; Fayette County Housing Author-
ity; Fayette County Office of Planning, Zoning, and Community Development

McKean County

McKean County Housing and Redevelopment Authority

Monroe County

Fitzmaurice Community Services; Monroe County Commissioner; Monroe County Planning Commission; Monroe
County Housing Authority; Monroe County, administrator and assessor; Pocono Healthy Communities Alliance;

Pocono Mts. Industries (IDC), Monroe County Industrial Devel opment Authority

Affordable Housing in Rural Pennsylvania
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